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MINUTES

Educational Policy and Programs Committee

Meeting of April 9, 2002

Committee
member spresent

Committee
member sabsent

EvonneSeron Schulze, Chair Other Commissioner spresent
OdessaP. Johnson, Vice Chair Robert L. Moore
Rachel E. Shetka GuillermoRodriguez, Jr.
HowardWeinsky

Alan S. Arkatov, ex officio

WilliamD. Campbell
IrwinS.Field
SusanHammer
Kyo*Paul” Jhin
MdindaG.Wilson

Carol Chandler, exofficio

Calltoorder and
approval of the
minutes

Committee Chair Schulze called the Educationd Policy and Programs Committeeto order
at 10:35am. Sheproposed amotion to approve the minutes of the Educational Policy
and Programs meeting of February 4, 2002. 1t was seconded and unanimoudy gpproved.

Reporton
proposedrevisions
totheguidelines
for review of
proposed

univer gty
Campuses,
community
colleges, and
educational and
joint-usecenters

Committee Chair Schulzeintroduced staff member Gil V elazquez, noting that he had
prepared atable contrasting the proposed and existing guidelines, which shehad found

very helpful.

Mr. Velazquez reported that the changes since the preceding draft of the guidelines
were summarized inintroduction and that the most substantive changewasin providing
for the establishment of noncredit community college centers.

Mr. Velazquez noted that there was no record of oppositionto theguiddines. Hesaid
they aretheresult of deliberationswith interested parties going back two or possibly
threeyears. The document setsthe planning framework for new college campuses.
The gtaff’ srecommendation isto approve the guidelineswith the changes as noted.

Chair Schulze said that the guidelines are of great importance, sincethey will bethere
for the segmentsto follow and that she was pleased that the Commission wasnearing a
find report.

Mr. Veazquez said that since 1975, theorigina year that the Commissionissued guide-
lines, there had been changesin 1978, and 1992.
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Vice Chair Johnson said she was pleased to see provisionsfor development of non-
credit community college centers, sncethiswasimportant infurthering theCommisson’s
public agenda. However, shewas concerned that the language dealing with joint use
facilitieswas cumbersome and may beinhibiting to applicants. Sheaskedif that lan-
guage could be condensed.

Mr. Velazquez responded that the decision of the workgroup wasto start out with
guidelinesbased on the processfor asingle segment and adapt it based on experience
with actud joint use proposals. The guidelines should be regarded as an experimental
model. Hesaid staff recognized that al collaborationswould be unique and the staff’ s
intent wasto encourage access. He said staff iscons dering expanding the membership
of theworkgroup to include representativesfrom faculty in addition to segmentd facili-
tiesplannersin order to devel op morereevant and useful guidelines.

Commission Chair Arkatov asked if the provisionsof adult education at K-12 schools
were considered when reviewing proposalsfor noncredit community college centers.
Mr. Velazquez replied that staff does not take into account all the workforce prepara-
tion programs. Theintent wasto advance economic devel opment and ensurethat all
segments of the population have accessto higher education, particularly that which ex-
plicitly focuses on workforce preparation.

Commission Chair Arkatov noted that in some urban districts, community college-level
coursesare offered extensively at K-12 adult schoolsand asked if thiswasan issuethat
should be addressed by the Commission. Commissioner Schulze noted that in San
Diego and San Francisco, dl the adult education was done by community collegesand
thereisnonein K-12. Sheinvited David Viar from the Cdifornial eague of Community
Collegesto speak.

Mr. Viar noted that Californiahas established that its public school and the community
collegedistricts should come to agreement asto which institution should offer adult
education programs. Theguidelines correctly recognizethat in someareasof the State
thelocal community collegedistrict isthe lead organization in offering adult education,
but that in othersthe school district takesthelead. These decisionsare madelocally
and, when reviewing proposals, the Commission staff should be aware of such agree-
ments.

Commission Chair Arkatov asked how theselocal agreementsarereached. Mr. Viar
said they were often based on long-standing practice in the areg, reflecting theinterests
of the segmentswhen adult programswerefirst started. In other cases, they were based
on negoti ations between the segments, either locally or between the Board of Gover-
norsand the Board of Education.

Mr. Moore noted that community-based organizations also had arolein workforce
devel opment and that there was room for greater coordination. One of the reasonsfor
theinitiative by Governor Gray Davis onworkforcetraining wasto get more coopera:
tion between dl the playersinvolved. He said there had been great progressinthisarea.

Mr. Velazquez noted that the guidelines made reference only to State-funded, State-
supported vocational education coursesand did not cover community-based courses.
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Commission Chair Arkatov asked if the guidelines cover themiddle colleges program
that takes high school studentsand putsthem in community colleges. Mr. Velazquez
replied that thisismore appropriatefor ajoint use center where apartnership with high
schoolsispossible,

Commissioner Rodriguez said that when the West Hills proposal first cameto the Com-
mission, it was stated that conversion to acampuswas needed because there are cer-
tain thingsthat acampus can offer that an education center cannot offer. Hesaid the
reasonsfor thisview werenot clear to him. Hethought that al education centersshould
be ableto offer the same serviced asthose available at acampusand thereisno reason
for conversion to afull campuswith the associated administrative costs. He said the
guiddines should ask thefundamental questionsof why it cannot bedonein adifferent

way.

Mr. Veazquez replied that one of the changesin the guidelines wasto request more
information to provide the Commission with abetter gauge of costs and benefits. In
addition, he hoped that the provisionsfor joint use centerswoul d enable the ssgmentsto
serve communitiesmoreeconomicaly.

Commissioner Rodriguez said that the Commission was supportive of joint use centers
and wondered whether the guidelines could be made reinforced to state that any pro-
posal for acampusor program must include an analysisof the potentid for joint useand
explain why when thisdirectionisnot chosen.

Mr. Veazquez said that beforethe Commission receivesafully devel oped Needs Study
for anew campus or center, theletter of intent process must be completed. Theguide-
linesnow have athird requirement labeled the* preliminary notice’ by which the Com-
missionisput on noticethat aCommunity College Didtrict, CdiforniaState University
or University of Californiacampus plansto submit aletter of intent. Thisstep givesthe
Commission more opportunity to provide commentsto applicantsearly inthe planning
process. By approving the new guidelines, the Commissionwill insertitself inavery
preliminary stage of the devel opment of the proposed center.

Chair Schulze asked if Commissioner Rodriguez wanted usto specificaly ask the ques-
tiononjoint use, rather than merely dlow it to emergefrom planning discussions. Com-
missioner Rodriguez noted that the new guidelineshad moredirection onjoin usethan
previoudy, but wondered if we should be even more explicit and require the applicant
to make the casefor not e ecting to pursue an approach of joint use.

Mr. Velazquez noted that another important issueisthat the proposed revisonsarea
guideline-planning framework. If thereisafuture need for additiona clarifyinglanguage
concerning the costs and benefits of new centersand campuses, it could be accommo-
dated infurther guidelinerevisions. Inaddition, he said that therewas often apolitica
aspect to the establishment of new campusesand it wasachallengeto devel op specific
languageto ded withthisissue.

Commissioner Rodriguez asked if the Commission asked for acost-benefit analysis of
asegment’ schoices. Mr. Velazquez replied that the Commission asked segmentsto
explicitly justify the Sitethat they had selected.
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Commissioner Rodriguez asked if thisjustification compared al options, such asex-
panding current sites; offering bus service, build aresidential campus next to acurrent
facility. Mr. Veazquez said thet, in addition to the Site cost-benefit andysis, the segment
isasked why it needsto build anew campusrather than expanding an existing center.

Commissioner Rodriguez asked if the commission asked for overal operational budget
and the extent to which guidelines address overall budget concerns. Mr. Velazquez
replied that thisisanew requirement in the guidelinesand that in the case of community
collegescapita outlay impactson thedistrict had to be addressed.

Commissioner Rodriguez asked if the effect on the operational budget of other ingtitu-
tionswas addressed.

Mr. Velazquez replied that, traditionally, the guidelines had focused on capita outlay
issues, but that the Commission’ sacademic program review process addressed opera-
tiona issues. Theintent of theguiddinesisto providedigihbility for capita outlay funds.
However, operational budgetsare anissue that would be dealt with morethoroughly in
thenext revison of theguidelines.

Executive Director Fox said that the Commission does ask about impacts on neighbor-
ing ingtitutions and that perhaps we can revise the wording to addressimpacts on the
system or thedistrict. Mr. Velazquez said that the Commission would haveto recon-
venetheworkgroup to revisethe guidelines.

Commissioner Chair Arkatov asked if what wasthe standard for addressing therol e of
technology inaproposa. Mr. Veazquez replied that the Needs Study must providea
discussion on the role of technology for avariety of purposes, such as outreach or
providing distance education.

Commissioner Rodriguez encouraged the Committeeto revisethe guidelinesto address
theseissues.

Chair Shulze proposed that Mr. V elazquez revise the guidelinesin consultation with
Commissioner Rodriguez before they were brought beforethe full Commission. She
then asked for amotion for approval of the proposed guidelines subject to additional
claification.

Mr. Velazquez asked if thelanguage on page 11 of the draft was sufficient to address
Commissioner Rodriguez’ and Commission Chair Arkatov’ sconcerns.

Commissioner Rodriguez suggested an addition saying that if the policy of thegoverning
ingtitution is preventing acenter from moving forward, the cost of changing the policy
should be addressed. He said that in the case of West Hills, district policy limited the
servicesthat could be offered by acenter.

Mr. Velazquez said that such apolicy was not aconsequence of the Commission’s
guiddines

Commissioner Rodriguez added hewould like to seearequirement for letters of sup-
port from other institutionsin the same system. Mr. Velazquez noted that beforethe

Commissionrevised aproposd,, they must befully approved interndly by the proposing
segment.
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Chair Shulze said that any direction for additional information could be burdensome.

Deputy Director Leveillesaid that, beforefor any proposed CaiforniaState University
steisapproved by the Board of Trustees, it isanayzed internally.

Commissioner Pesqueiraexplained that when San Marcos becameafull State Univer-
Sty campus, agreements onintersegmental impactswere madewith thelocal commu-
nity colleges. Similar agreementsarein placefor the Stockton Caifornia State Univer-
Sty center.

Mr. Velazquez added that, before a needs study reachesthe Commission, it hasbeen
reviewed extensively at thelocd level and at the segmental level.

Vice Chair Johnson then moved the item, which was unanimousdy approved.

Needs analysis
review for theoff-
campushigher
education center at
Otay Mesa
proposed by
Southwestern
Community
CollegeDistrict

Mr. Velazquez introduced thisinformation item and noted that the staff review was
donein accordancewith the 1992 guidelines. Henoted that Southwestern Community
College District had been very innovative in making efficient use of the San Y sidro
center

Dr. Serafin Zasueta of Southwestern Community College District said that the new
center would offer learnersin theareaenhanced opportunities, improve qudity of lifein
thearea, provide collaborative use of facilitiesand articul ated programs, and to provide
workforce preparationin newly indudtridizing area. Thedigtrictisworkingwith CETIS
and the Autonomous University of Mexicoto create an international community.

Director Fox said that the Commission saw the benefit to learners of thisarrangement
and brought this message to the State level and that the center was awell-timed and
well-placed development.

Commissioner Pesgueiranoted that the center will serve afast-growing areaand there
will be demand for more centers. He said the area hasamotivated student body that is
willing to attend classes at al hours. The center isthe key to thefuturefor thetens of
thousands of peoplewholliveinthearea.

Chair Schulze asked asamatter of record for San Diego Community College Didtrict to
providealetter of support for the center.

Commission Chair Arkatov said that the center makes accessaredlity for thearea.
Mr. Velazquez thanked Dr. Zasuetafor thework done by hisstaff inthisproposal.
Chair Schulze said that the Commission looked forward to coming to the groundbregking.

Performance
indicator sof
Californiahigher
education, 2001

Staff member ZoAnn Laurente presented highlightsfrom the 2001 Performanceindica-
torsreport, noting it isthe eighth in aseries of annual reports established by AB 1801
(1991). Inresponseto aquestion from Commissioner |zumi, she said that theinforma-
tionon Graph I11-D (Estimated GPA of Public High School Graduates) camefrom the
Commission’s 1996 Eligibility Study and that datafor 2001 would be available on
completion of the 2001 Eligibility Study.

Commission Agenda Item 9, June 4, 2002 / 5



Commissioner 1zumi suggested that the high school graduation rate from the Department
of education beincluded in additionto the dropout rate.

Commissioner Moore said that UC had indicated that therewasno reliableinformation
on the graduation rates because the Department of Education had never collected the
information needed to make an accurate estimate of that rate. Ms. Laurentereplied that
thereport presents measures that have been agreed upon by the segmentsand if con-
sensus can be reached on how to cal culate graduation rates, thisfigure could bein-
cludedinfutureissues.

Commissioner Moore asked several questions about the employment of thereport’s
contentsand how the material might affect future Commissionwork and legidation. He
asked if the Commission staff can do theanalysis, rather than merely presenting data

Vice Chair Johnson noted that the University of Californiadatamay not be accurateand
Ms. Laurente confirmed that some datamight be missing. Ms. Johnson said the be-
tween 1990 and 1995, University had significant feeincreases and that, since then,
Proposition 209 had discouraged underrepresented minorities. She said thesedevel op-
ments might explain some of thetrends shown.

Chair Shulze asked if there are questionsthat come up every year and noted that, when
shewason the Community CollegesBoard of Governors, therewere aways questions
about not having dataalowing them to estimate transfer to independent universities.

Commission Chair Arkatov said the pointsraised by Commissioner Moorewereim-
portant and that hewould prefer that the Commission lead theway ininterpreting the
datainthereport. Hesaidit would be helpful if staff could add alist of 10-20 most
interesting things shown by the dataand in order that staff could then lead thediscussion
on theseissues.

Director Fox said that the plan wasto use the datain the public agenda. He noted that
thereport wasthe result of legidation requiring the Commission to collect and report
specific data.

Ms. Laurente said staff planned to proceed to publish thereport initspresent form since
there was no dispute about the dataand revised datawould beincluded in subsequent
printings.

Commission Chair Arkatov asked the subcommitteeif thereisany analysisthat the
commissionerswould like staff to add to the report or any pointsthat should be high-

lighted. Commissioner Welinsky said hewould liketo see acover letter with critical
trends.

Chair Shulze asked if such aletter would haveto be reviewed by the Committee and
expressed concern about the staff time needed to prepare aletter. Director Fox said it
would befeasibleto take afew pointsfrom the public agendaand show how the data
relateto them.

Commissioner Singh and Commission Chair Arkatov concurred that thiswould bea
product that isuseful to the public. Commissioner Moore said that aletter would help
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the Commission to influencecritical issues and that the Commission should do more
than merely submit data.

Deputy Director Leveille said that staff would draft aletter, shareit with Chair Shulze
and useit to transmit thereport. He noted that the Commission hasastatutory obliga-
tion to get the report to the Budget Committee. He added that staff would present a
draft report at the June Commission meeting with highlightsfrom thisreport and the
student profilesand fiscal profilesreports. Inaddition, the datafrom and the Commis-
sion Statistical reports can be used in other staff products.

Commissioner Pesqueiraasked if thetablesin Section 1V onfirst time freshmen by
ethnicity could becompiledintoasinglechart. Ms. Laurenteand Committee Chair Shulze
sad that splitting data.on related i ssues between tablesmight be unavoidablein thistype
of report.

Adjournment

Having no further busi ness, Committee Chair Schulze adjourned the Educationa Policy
and Programs Committee at 12:00 p.m.

Commission Agenda Item 9, June 4, 2002 / 7





